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withdraw. They would not be involved in
combat. But a withdrawal mission will al-
most certainly expose U.S. troops to hostile
fire. Casualties are likely.

The withdrawal of UNPROFOR also threat-
ens to trap U.S. troops in Bosnia.
UNPROFOR’S pullout would leave the people
of Bosnia exposed to humanitarian disaster.
The presence of a well-armed, disciplined
U.S. force in the midst of that disaster would
lead to enormous pressure on that force to
stay—to protect civilians, deliver humani-
tarian supplies, and even takes sides in the
war. It will be difficult to resist that pres-
sure.

Even if we want to leave, we may not be
able to. Tens of thousands of Bosnian refu-
gees, left in dire circumstances, will rush to
the withdrawal forces for protection. They
will try to block UNPROFOR’S withdrawal.

Remember, too, that as the UN peace-
keepers leave, the contending parties are
likely to grab more land. We will have to de-
cide whether to use our air power and com-
bat troops in response.

In short, there will be no such thing as an
orderly withdrawal from Bosnia.

The third option is to strengthen UN
peacekeeping and continue negotiations.

The proposal to strengthen UNPROFOR,
stay the course, and focus on moving the
parties toward a negotiated settlement is the
least bad option. It will not provide a moral
and just settlement, but at least it will stop
the killing. This is a realistic and respon-
sible policy.

Keeping UNPROFOR in Bosnia, beefed up
by the Rapid Reaction Force, at least for the
next two to three months, gives negotiations
one last chance. We should support French
and British efforts to protect remaining safe
havens. I have doubts about an airlift using
American helicopters to ferry British and
French troops into Gorazde. The use of more
aggressive air strikes against the Serbs cer-
tainly must be considered.

Maintaining the unity and cohesion in
NATO must remain a paramount U.S. strate-
gic consideration. We should act together
with our NATO allies. I do not want Bosnia
to become the sole responsibility of the Unit-
ed States. Whatever we do should be in co-
operation with the Europeans and others
whose troops are exposed on the ground.

There is no acceptable alternative. Any
other course of action would provoke the col-
lapse of UNPROFOR, a wider war, and the
deployment of U.S. ground troops in the mid-
dle of a dangerous war.

For all of its obvious shortcomings
UNPROFOR has produced much good in
Bosnia.

UNPROFOR has kept hundreds of thou-
sands of people alive through the delivery of
humanitarian aid.

UNPROFOR has helped contain the fight-
ing. In the first year of the war, 1992, there
were upwards of 100,000 casualties before the
deployment of UNPROFOR. This past year,
the number of casualties was 3000. If
UNPROFOR goes, we risk rekindling sav-
agery of the magnitude that led to its de-
ployment in the first place.

Time may be running out on this option,
but we should still give it more time before
we pull UNPROFOR out.

We must also do everything possible to get
the peace negotiations back on track.

The only way to stop the killing and end
this war is through a negotiated agreement
acceptable to all sides—not wider war. We
must continue to search for diplomatic, po-
litical and economic steps that will press the
parties, especially the Serbs, to accept a
peaceful outcome.

We must exploit the desire of the Serbs
throughout the former Yugoslavia for rec-
ognition, acceptance and re-integration into
the world community.

To gain concessions at the negotiating
table, we must use as leverage Milosevic’s
political and economic need to end the sanc-
tions and re-enter the world community.

We must be flexible enough in these nego-
tiations to facilitate an agreement that will
reflect realities on the ground—yet be fair
enough to secure Bosnia as an integral state,
however decentralized that state may be.

We must be realistic and flexible for one
key reason: In the absence of NATO ground
troops—including the U.S.—the Bosnian gov-
ernment stands to gain more territory at the
peace table than it can ever gain on the bat-
tlefield.

V. ENDING POLICY AMBIGUITY

I urge the Clinton Administration to adopt
this third option—to strengthen UN peace-
keeping and press forward with negotia-
tions—and stick with it.

Past ambiguities in U.S. policy have pro-
longed this war. Last year, I advised our top
policymakers that it was time for brutal
honesty on Bosnia.

Candor and honesty would have been help-
ful then, and are urgent now.

We have not been straightforward with the
Bosnian government. They are still waiting
for us to come to the rescue. We must be
honest with them, and with ourselves. We
should make it clear to the Bosnian govern-
ment that it should get the best deal it can,
because the cavalry is not coming to the res-
cue.

We have been trying to please all sides. We
want to support the Bosnian government
against Serbian aggression, we want to keep
U.S. troops out of Bosnia, and we want to
end the war. But these goals are not compat-
ible. It is impossible to achieve any one of
these goals without compromising the other
two.

We must choose: do we want to fuel an
open-ended Balkan war with uncertain out-
come or do we want to work with our friends
and allies to stop the killing?

VI. CONCLUSION

Bosnia has been a hellish problem for this
Administration, and for this country. There
are no heroes among the policymakers, and
there is plenty of blame to go around. We
cannot undo what has happened in this war,
absent a commitment of ground troops and
resources that neither the United States nor
its allies are prepared to make.

We need to end the war in Bosnia not only
to stop the senseless killing, but because a
failure to end it will have a continuing, cor-
rosive impact on NATO and the United Na-
tions. We need these institutions to address
future crises through collective action.

If the parties in Bosnia want to fight, we
can’t stop them from fighting. Yet I believe
we still have an opportunity to end this war.
There have been opportunities for peace in
the past that slipped away. The Contact
Group plan and map are still on the table.
The parties’ differences are not that great—
at least not in comparison to the costs of a
looming all-out war.

We have one last chance to try to end this
war before UNPROFOR may be forced to
withdraw. I urge the President to use these
few remaining weeks to clarify U.S. policy
and press as hard as he can for a negotiated
peace settlement in Bosnia—before he is
called upon to send U.S. ground troops to
help our NATO allies leave.
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Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, over the last sev-
eral years, we in the House have devoted a
great deal of attention to the issue of crime in
the United States, and have passed several
anticrime bills. While we have not always
agreed on the proper methods to reduce crime
in America, Members of this body have unani-
mously condemned acts of violence.

To me, therefore, it is inconceivable that this
Congress has not moved to outlaw certain
acts of violence that have been protected by
the Supreme Court since 1973. That year, the
Court ruled in its Enmons decision that union
officials were exempt from prosecution for acts
of violence, if they were used to gain legiti-
mate union objectives. The Enmons decision
severely restricted the scope of the 1946
Hobbs Anti-Extortion Act. The Hobbs Act was
enacted primarily to quell violence and extor-
tion by union members and officials as they
enforced compulsory union membership. By
exempting union officials from the Hobbs Act,
the High Court effectively sanctioned these
acts of violence.

The results of this decision have been dev-
astating. Since 1973, union violence resulted
in 181 murders, 440 assaults, and more than
6,000 acts of vandalism. In fact, from 1975 to
1993, there were more than 7,800 acts of doc-
umented union violence. I believe that this vio-
lence must stop.

On June 8, 1995, I introduced H.R. 1796,
the Freedom From Union Violence Act. H.R.
1796 would restore the original intent of the
Hobbs Act to allow Federal authorities to pros-
ecute union officials accused of violence or
extortion in violation of the Hobbs Act. The au-
thor of the Hobbs Act, Representative Samuel
Hobbs, stated, ‘‘that crime is crime * * *,
whether or not the perpetrator has a union
card.’’ I agree with Mr. Hobbs, and I believe
that, regardless of one’s views on labor is-
sues, the House can agree that violence is
wrong and ought to be condemned. Lady Jus-
tice, after all, is blindfolded—she should not
be peeking to ask for union credentials.

I urge my colleagues to support this impor-
tant legislation.
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MEDICARE AND MEDICAID

HON. DOUGLAS ‘‘PETE’’ PETERSON
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Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I’ve heard a lot the past several weeks about
deficit reduction. And I’ve heard a lot about
the urgent need to reform Medicare and Med-
icaid.

Although there is widespread agreement
among nearly every Member of in this Cham-
ber with regard to the above mentioned prin-
ciples, let me remind my colleagues that Medi-
care cannot be saved through a simple line
item on a budget bill, nor can Medicaid be re-
formed by simply changing it to a block grant
and passing it off to the States. These ideas
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